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Maricopa County 
 Internal Audit Department 

 

 
May 30, 2008 301 West Jefferson St 

Suite 660 
Phx, AZ  85003-2143 
Phone: 602-506-1585 
Fax: 602-506-8957 
www.maricopa.gov 

 
Andrew Kunasek, Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
Fulton Brock, Supervisor, District I 
Don Stapley, Supervisor, District II 
Max W. Wilson, Supervisor, District IV 
Mary Rose Wilcox, Supervisor, District V 
 
We have completed our Fiscal Year 2008 Performance Measure Certification.  The 
audit was performed in accordance with the annual audit plan approved by the 
Board of Supervisors.  Internal Audit certifies the accuracy of performance 
measures to fulfill our role in the County’s Managing for Results program.  We 
have summarized our review of several County agencies in the attached report. 
 
Highlights of this report include the following: 

• Only 24 of the 55 measures reviewed were certified 

• Fiscal Year 2008 results were significantly less favorable than previous years 
 
The following agencies were included in this review: 

• Air Quality 

• Clerk of the Board 

• Elections 

• Facilities Management 

• Juvenile Probation 

• Medical Examiner 

• Superior Court 

 
If you have any questions, or wish to discuss the information presented in this 
report, please contact Richard Chard at 506-7539. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Ross L. Tate 
County Auditor 

 
 



Executive Summary 
 
 
Fiscal Year 2008 Certification Results 

FY08 Certification Results

16%

28%56%

Certif ied Certif ied w ith Qualif ications Not Certif ied

We reviewed 55 Managing for Results (MfR) performance measures from seven County 
agencies:  Air Quality, Clerk of the Board, Elections, Facilities Management, Juvenile Probation, 
Medical Examiner, and Superior Court.  The results were 16% certified, 28% certified with 
qualifications, and 56% not certified. 

• Certified – 9  

• Certified with Qualifications – 15 

• Not Certified – 31 
 
The accuracy of reported measures varies.  
Management team members from some of 
the agencies we reviewed consider a portion 
of their current measures to be outdated.  
They widely attribute performance measure 
obsolescence to the following: 

• A change in program mission 

• A change in the technology used to gather and interpret data 

• A change in agency structure 
 
The main reason that some measures could not be certified was a lack of supporting data. 
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Less than 50% of the measures reviewed this fiscal year received a 

favorable certification 
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Introduction 
 
 
Certification Program 
In Fiscal Year (FY) 2001, the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors adopted a performance 
measurement initiative called Managing for Results (MfR).  The County realized that for citizens 
to have confidence in this program, the County needed to verify performance data accuracy.  The 
Performance Measure Certification (PMC) program was adopted to validate performance 
measures for County management, the Board of Supervisors, and the general public.  Under the 
PMC program, the Internal Audit Department reviews MfR results, assigns certification ratings, 
and reports conclusions.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The current (FY 2008) Strategic Plan listed on the County’s web site (www.maricopa.gov) 
shows 213 programs within 49 organizations.  These agencies indicate the degree of their 
programs’ success by reporting results through key measures.  This level of detail represents the 
County’s desire to demonstrate accountability to citizens and to manage County business in an 
efficient and effective manner. 
 
Maricopa County Internal Audit’s PMC program has earned recognition and awards from: 

• National Center for Civic Innovation 

• Government Finance Officers Association 

• National Association of Counties 

• Association of Local Government Auditors 
 
The Governmental Accounting Standards Board has referred to our certification program as the 
“gold standard” of performance measurement auditing. 
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Certification Results and Trends 
This is our seventh year of publishing MfR performance measure certification results.  The 
following chart shows certification result trends over the past five fiscal years. 
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Changes in the technology, direction, and structure of departments have had a variable 
effect on the certification of measures over the past several years 

 
 
 
Measurable demands, outputs, efficiencies, and results are designed to: 

 yield information that is meaningful to internal and external stakeholders 

 return results that are actionable by agency management 

 provide the public a window into County operations and performance 
 
Measures exhibiting these elements play a vital role in the continuous improvement of County 
operations and accountability.  This year’s certification results suggest a need for Countywide 
collaboration on how to improve the usefulness and accuracy of performance measures.   
 
For each organization, we judgmentally selected key measures to review.  We tested the 
accuracy of the measures, determined the reliability of the procedures used to collect data, and 
reported the results using one of three certification ratings shown on the following page.  
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Scope 
Performance measures communicate a wide variety of information from agency to agency.  
Some reported data remains relevant long after it is reported.  As a result, we targeted measured 
results between FY06 and FY08.  Additionally, our evaluation focused on both quarterly and 
annual results; this was determined by the measures’ time relevance.  
 
Auditing Standards 
We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted government 
auditing standards.  Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain 
sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions 
based on our audit objectives.  We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis 
for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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Summary Table—FY 2008 Certification Results 
 
 

 
 

AGENCY Certified 
Certified 

With 
Qualifications

Not 
Certified TOTAL 

Air Quality 1 0 4 5 

Clerk of the Board 0 0 4 4 

Elections 0 3 7 10 

Facilities Management 4 0 5 9 

Juvenile Probation 4 0 3 7 

Medical Examiner 0 6 4 10 

Superior Court 0 6 4 10 

TOTAL 9 15 31 55 

PERCENTAGE 16% 28% 56% 100% 
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Agency Report Cards 
 
 
Air Quality 
 

Performance Measures 
Summary Table 

Certified 
Certified 

With 
Qualifications 

Not 
Certified 

1. Percent of inspected dust control 
operations in compliance   9 

2. Percent of dust control permits issued 
within federal and state standards   9 

3. Percent of air monitoring readings 
found to be valid 9   

4. Percent of inspected Title V (Large 
Source) operations in compliance    9 

5. Percent of inspected Non-Title V and 
General (Small Source) permit 
operations in compliance 

  9 

 
Clerk of the Board 
 

Performance Measures 
Summary Table 

Certified 
Certified 

With 
Qualifications 

Not 
Certified 

1. Percent of appointees who receive 
open meeting law/oath information 
within five days of appointment 

  9 

2. Percent of requested meetings held   9 

3. Percent of agenda items processed 
as an exception   9 

4. Percent of special district 
projects/actions completed   9 
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Elections 
 

Performance Measures 
Summary Table 

Certified 
Certified 

With 
Qualifications 

Not 
Certified 

1. Fines levied as a percentage of active 
political committees   9 

2. Percent of ballots returned for which  
a correct ballot selection was issued  9  

3. Percent of special ballots processed  
in time to meet the statutory deadline  9  

4. Percent of elections not postponed 
because of improper boundaries  9  

5. Percent of board worker positions 
filled one week out from an election   9 

6. Number of complaints about polls per 
vote cast at polls   9 

7. Percent of cost for ballots reprinted   9 

8. Percent of deliveries of supplies and 
equipment delivered to the correct 
precinct 

  9 

9. Percent of all valid registrations 
processed in time to meet election 
deadlines 

  9 

10. Percent of valid registrations scanned 
and indexed in time to meet election 
deadlines 

  9 
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Facilities Management 
 

Performance Measures 
Summary Table 

Certified 
Certified 

With 
Qualifications 

Not 
Certified 

1. Percent reduction in energy costs per 
adjusted square foot from FY03 
baseline 

  9 

2. Percent of maintenance costs  
reduced from FY03 baseline   9 

3. Percent of maintenance that is 
preventative 9   

4. Percent of projects delivered within 
the original project budget as 
approved by the Board of Supervisors

  9 

5. Percent change in the Facilities 
Condition Index (FCI)   9 

6. Percent of planning services delivered 
that are requested   9 

7. Percent of parking spaces utilized in 
County garages 9   

8. Percent of parking needs met in 
County garages 9   

9. Percent of total incidents responded to 
by Security 9   
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Juvenile Probation 
 

Performance Measures 
Summary Table 

Certified 
Certified 

With 
Qualifications 

Not 
Certified 

1. Percent of juvenile offenders who 
successfully completed Juvenile Court 
Diversion within the last 12 months 
and were not referred for a delinquent 
offense by the end of the reporting 
period 

9   

2. Percent of juvenile offenders who 
successfully completed Juvenile Sex 
Offender Treatment within the prior 12 
months and were not referred to the 
juvenile court for a delinquent offense 
by the end of the reporting period 

  9 

3. Percent of juvenile offenders who 
successfully completed Youth 
Recovery Academy within the prior 12 
months and were not referred to the 
juvenile court for a delinquent offense 
by the end of reporting period 

9   

4. Percent of JIPS probationers 
successfully released from probation 
in the prior twelve months that did not 
have a new delinquent referral by the 
end of the reporting period 

9   

5. Percent of pre-adjudication/pre-
disposition reports completed on time 
during the reporting period 

  9 

6. Percent of probationers successfully 
released from standard probation in 
the prior 12 months that did not have  
a new delinquent referral by the end  
of the reporting period 

9   

7. Percent of requested behavioral 
health services that were provided   9 
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Medical Examiner 
 

Performance Measures 
Summary Table 

Certified 
Certified 

With 
Qualifications 

Not 
Certified 

1. Percent of decedents released within 
one day of exam  9  

2. Percent of reports transcribed within 
two weeks of receipt  9  

3. Percent of tests completed in-house  
of total tests requested  9  

4. Number of cremation authorizations 
requested to be completed  9  

5. Percent of removals completed within 
two hours of request  9  

6. Percent of cases completed within 90 
days   9 

7. Percent of cases completed within 45 
days   9 

8. Percent of exams completed within  
24 hours of admit   9 

9. Percent of microslides produced  
within three days of examination   9 

10. Percent of tox reports produced within 
30 days of exam  9  
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Superior Court 
 

Performance Measures 
Summary Table 

Certified 
Certified 

With 
Qualifications 

Not 
Certified 

1. Percent of felony DUI cases resolved  9  

2. Percent of felony DUI cases resolved 
within 180 days  9  

3. Percent of general felony cases 
resolved  9  

4. Percent of general felony cases 
resolved within 180 days  9  

5. Number of defendants who request 
legal representation at public expense   9 

6. Number of defendants screened  9  

7. Cost per defendant screened   9 

8. Percent of defendants determined by 
IDRU (Indigent Defense 
Reimbursement Unit) to have the 
ability to contribute to the cost of their 
defense 

 9  

9. Number of Capital cases filed   9 

10. Number of Capital cases resolved   9 

 
 

Maricopa County Internal Audit 11 Performance Measure Certification–May 2008 
 
 

 



Maricopa County Internal Audit 12 Performance Measure Certification–May 2008 
 
 

Detailed Agency Results 
 
 
Agencies gather and report MfR data on either a quarterly or an annual basis.  Periods tested 
differ from measure to measure due to the distinctive nature of the individual measures. 
 
Air Quality 
 
Summary 
We examined five Managing for Results key performance measures and concluded that the Air 
Quality data collection procedures are reliable and key results are accurately reported for one of 
the five measures.  We could not certify three measures because the calculations were not 
performed and the data was not reported for three of the four quarters in FY07.  We could not 
certify the fifth measure because of the lack of supporting documentation and a failure to report 
the measure during FY07.  Lack of accurately reported performance data may hinder 
management’s decision-making ability and prohibit County stakeholders from monitoring Air 
Quality’s actual performance.  Air Quality management should ensure data is available or report 
why data is not available. 
 
Measure #1 

Description:  Percent of inspected dust control operations in compliance. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #1 FY06 FY07 

Reported 49.3% Not Reported 

Actual 49.3% Unable to Test 

 
The measure was accurately reported in FY06.  However, information technology (IT) system 
issues prevented this measure from being reported in FY07.  No note was made on the Strategic 
Planning Results website.  We confirmed that necessary queries could not be run during most of 
FY07.  Data collection and calculation procedures are documented. 
 
Measure #2 

Description:  Percent of Dust Control permits issued within federal and state standards. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
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Measure #2 FY06 FY07 

Reported 100.0% Not Reported 

Actual Unable to Test 

 
No data was collected for this measure.  By definition, department management always report 
this measure at 100%; however, management did not provide supporting documentation.  In 
addition, the department showed this measure as being 100% for FY07, but did not report the 
result. 
 
Measure #3 

Description:  Percent of air monitoring readings found to be valid. 
 
Results:  Certified 
 

Measure #3 FY06 FY07 

Reported 97.7% 97.1% 

Actual 97.4% 97.5% 

 
The calculation method used by Air Quality differs slightly from the definition, but the results 
are off by less than half a percent.  Procedures for collecting and calculating data are 
documented. 
 
Measure #4 

Description:  Percent of inspected Title V (Large Source) operations in compliance. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #4 FY06 FY07 

Reported N/A* Not Reported 

Actual N/A Unable to Test 

*This measure was introduced in FY07 
 
IT systems issues prevented this measure from being reported in FY07.  Air Quality management 
did not indicate this issue on the Strategic Planning Results website.  We confirmed that 
necessary queries could not be run during most of FY07.  Data collection and calculation 
procedures are documented. 
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Measure #5 

Description:  Percent of inspected Non-Title V and General (Small Source) permit operations in 
compliance. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #5 FY06 FY07 

Reported N/A* Not Reported 

Actual N/A Unable to Test 

*This measure was introduced in FY07 
 
IT systems issues prevented this measure from being reported in FY07.  No note was made on 
the Strategic Planning Results website.  We confirmed that necessary queries could not be run 
during most of FY07.  Data collection and calculation procedures are documented. 
 
Recommendations 
Air Quality management should: 

A. Revise the “Percent of Dust Control permits issued within federal and state standards” 
measure to provide useful information to the department. 

B. Post notes to the MfR database describing why no data is reported for measures (if no 
data is available). 

C. Work with the Regional Development Services Agency to create required queries prior to 
changing performance measures. 

 
Clerk of the Board 
 
Summary 

We examined four Managing for Results key performance measures and were unable to certify 
any of the measures reviewed.  The Clerk of the Board’s Office (Clerk) did not have an official 
tracking mechanism in place for FY06.  According to department management, the numbers 
reported for FY06 were based on estimates.  Tracking was put in place for FY07.  Lack of 
accurately reported performance data may hinder management’s decision-making ability and 
prohibit County stakeholders from monitoring the Clerk’s actual performance.  The Clerk of the 
Board’s Office should develop written instructions for collecting data and calculating results. 
 
Measure #1 

Description:  Percent of appointees who receive open meeting law/oath information within five 
days of appointment. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
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Measure #1 FY06 FY07 

Reported 87% 98% 

Actual Unable to Test 

 
The Clerk’s Office maintains a manual tracking log and an Excel spreadsheet to manage the data 
for this measure.  We could not calculate the number of appointees that received information 
within five days because neither tracking mechanism indicates when the appointee received 
information.  Information is tracked only when it was sent.  Since the information was sent via 
regular mail, there was nothing to support the number of appointees who received information 
within five days.  Further, the Clerk’s Office has not established formal procedures for gathering 
and reporting the results. 
 
Measure #2 

Description:  Percent of requested meetings held. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #2 FY06 FY07 

Reported 88% 82% 

Actual Unable to Test 82% 

 
The measure could not be recalculated in FY06 due to lack of supporting documentation.  
However, we determined that the data was accurate in FY07.  Written procedures need to be 
developed for the collection and reporting of data. 
 
Measure #3 

Description:  Percent of agenda items processed as an exception. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #3 FY06 FY07 

Reported 17% 11% 

Actual Unable to Test 9% 
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The measure could not be recalculated in FY06 due to lack of documentation.  Additionally, 
there are inconsistencies with how the number is calculated.  Currently, the total number of items 
processed only includes Formal Board Meeting items.  This number should include items from 
special districts and meeting addendums, which are included in the exception count.  Written 
procedures need to be developed for the collection and reporting of the data in order to ensure 
consistency. 
 
Measure #4 

Description:  Percent of special district projects/actions completed. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #4 FY06 FY07 

Reported 50% 67% 

Actual Unable to Test 90% 

 
The measure could not be recalculated in FY06 due to lack of documentation.  We were able to 
recalculate the FY07 measure; however, there were inconsistencies with the calculation.  Special 
District projects were recorded on the tracking sheet but the completion date was not always 
listed.   If the date was not listed, the project was not counted as completed, understating the total 
number of projects completed.  In addition, written procedures are not in place for the collection 
and reporting of the data. 
 
Recommendations 
Clerk of the Board management should: 

A. Review collection and calculation methodologies to ensure they are consistent with and 
accurately reflect performance measures. 

B. Develop written procedures for collecting data and calculating results for all performance 
measures. 

 
Elections 
 
Summary 
We examined 10 Managing for Results key performance measures and concluded that Election’s 
data collection procedures are not reliable and key results are not accurately or consistently 
reported.  We rated three of these measures as “Certified with Qualifications” and seven as “Not 
Certified.”  Lack of accurately reported performance data may hinder management’s decision-
making and prohibit stakeholders from monitoring Election’s performance.  Management should 
develop procedures to improve the accuracy of performance measures. 
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Measure #1 

Description:  Fines levied as a percentage of active political committees. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #1 FY06 FY07 

Reported Not Reported Not Reported 

Actual Unable to Test 

 
Actual performance measurement data was not posted to the public database in FY07.   
Elections management posted quarterly data to the public database in FY06, but the figures 
deviated by more than 5% for each quarter reviewed. 
 
Measure #2 

Description:  Percent of ballots returned for which a correct ballot selection was issued. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #2 FY06 FY07 

Reported 100% 100% 

Actual 100% 100% 

 
The intent of this measure is to identify how many erroneous early ballots Election’s staff 
members distribute to citizens.  Early voting complaint logs were maintained electronically from 
September 2006 to the end of review in December 2007.  The logs detail complaints related to 
incorrect early ballot receipts.  We identified only two complaints related to incorrect early 
ballots in FY07.  However, we were not able to verify the data from FY06 because complaint 
logs had already been discarded at the time of our review for this period.  FY07 included the 
Primary and General Elections of 2006, where over 700,000 early ballots were distributed to the 
citizens of Maricopa County.  Considering the immaterial error rate, it is unlikely that enough 
complaints would have been received in a non-federal election year to affect reported 
percentages by more than 5%, thus justifying the certification awarded. 
 
Measure #3 

Description:  Percent of special ballots processed in time to meet the statutory deadline. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications  
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Measure #3 FY06 FY07 

Reported 100% 100% 

Actual Unable to Test 

 
The procedures established to gather and report this data are inaccurate.  Internally developed 
reports, which detail the quantities of special ballots processed in a given election, contradict one 
another.  It is possible to pull structured query language (SQL) downloads from the various 
systems employed by Elections, though tabulation counts pulled at any time following an 
election are dynamic.  If a citizen is removed from the Voter Registration database, all of his or 
her voting history is removed.  Therefore, we were unable to verify historical data based on 
current downloads because the information changes daily. 
 
Measure #4 

Description:  Percent of elections not postponed because of improper boundaries. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #4 FY06 FY07 

Reported 100% 100% 

Actual 100% 100% 

 
Because there have been no Maricopa County sponsored elections postponed in FY06 or FY07 
(as confirmed by department testimony, periodicals, and a Department of Justice Public Records 
search), there was no data to evaluate.  As a result, this measure is accurately reported at 100% 
for the periods reviewed.  Management should consider identifying a measure that would better 
serve the interests of the Elections Department.  
 
Measure #5 

Description:  Percent of board worker positions filled one week out from an election. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #5 FY06 FY07 

Reported 100% Not Reported 

Actual Not Tested Unable to Test 
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Actual performance measurement data was not posted to the public database in FY07.  
According to Elections management, this measure is no longer tracked.  The public database 
should be updated to reflect this change. 
 
Measure #6 

Description:  Number of complaints about polls per vote cast at polls. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #6 FY06 FY07 

Reported Not Reported Not Reported 

Actual Unable to Test 

 
Actual performance measurement data was not posted to the public database in FY07. 
 
Measure #7 

Description:  Percent of cost for ballots reprinted. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #7 FY06 FY07 

Reported Not Reported Not Reported 

Actual Unable to Test 

 
Actual performance measurement data was not posted to the public database in FY07. 
 
Measure #8 

Description:  Percent of deliveries of supplies and equipment delivered to the correct precinct. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #8 FY06 FY07 

Reported 100% Not Reported 

Actual Not Tested Unable to Test 
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Actual performance measurement data was neither calculated nor posted to the public database 
in FY07.  However, this measure will always be reported at 100% because there is a deviation 
from the definition of this measure.  According to Elections management, as long as an incorrect 
delivery is corrected prior to an election, 100% of supplies and equipment were delivered to the 
correct precinct.  However, the measure is intended to track the percent of deliveries correctly 
processed on the initial visit. 
 
Measure #9 

Description:  Percent of all valid registrations processed in time to meet election deadlines. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #9 FY06 FY07 

Reported 100% 100% 

Actual Unable to Test 

 
Actual performance measurement data could not be verified due to insufficient documentation. 
 
Measure #10 

Description:  Percent of valid registrations scanned and indexed in time to meet election 
deadlines. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #10 FY06 FY07 

Reported 100% Not Reported 

Actual Unable to Test 

 
Actual performance measurement data could not be verified due to insufficient documentation. 
 
Recommendations 
Elections management should: 

A. Develop procedures for collecting, calculating, and reporting all key performance 
measures. 

B. Develop appropriate controls to review, verify, and sign-off key measures. 
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Facilities Management 
 
Summary 
We examined nine Managing for Results key performance measures.  We rated five of these 
measures as “Not Certified,” and four measures as “Certified.”  Certain key measures did not have 
supporting documentation or adequate procedures for gathering and reporting actual results.  Lack 
of accurately reported performance data may hinder management’s decision-making ability and 
prohibit County stakeholders from monitoring FMD’s actual performance.  FMD management 
should improve the accuracy of established measures.  
 
Key Measure #1 

Description:  Percent reduction in energy costs per adjusted square foot from FY03 baseline. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #1 FY06 FY07, 2nd Qtr. 

Reported -6% 3% 

Actual Not Tested -1.75% 

 
The summary documentation did not support the reported figure within 5%.  We determined 
from reviewing utility bills and the updated summary data provided from Utility Manager that 
there was an increase in energy usage of 1.75% instead of the reported 3% reduction.   The data 
sources provided by Facilities Management (FMD) are inconsistent.  Summary data extracted 
from Utility Manager is used to calculate the energy costs for the entire County.  During our 
review period, FMD made several program adjustments to the reports within Utility Manager 
attempting to duplicate the reported data. 
 
Key Measure #2 

Description:  Percent of maintenance costs reduced from FY03 baseline. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #2 FY06 FY07 

Reported -6% 3% 

Actual Not Tested Unable to Test 
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Between FY03 and FY06, FM Solutions, a third party contractor, gathered the data for this 
measure.  In FY07, an FMD staff member gathered this data.  We reviewed summary 
documentation from FY07 and found that it did not support the reported figure within 5%.  
Further, FMD staff members were unable to provide detailed documentation to support the 
reported figure.  FMD management reports that this measure will not be tracked in future fiscal 
years. 
 
Key Measure #3 

Description:  Percent of maintenance that is preventative. 
 
Results: Certified 
 

Measure #3 FY06 FY07, 2nd Qtr. 

Reported 50% 48% 

Actual Not Tested 48.31% 

 
We found that FMD Management has established written procedures for capturing and 
categorizing work orders as preventative or corrective with their Maximo system.  Further, actual 
performance measure results were reported accurately.  
 
Measure #4 

Description:  Percent of projects delivered within the original project budget as approved by the 
Board of Supervisors. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #4 FY06 FY07 

Reported 89% 58.5% 

Actual Not Tested Unable to Test 

 
FMD management was unable to provide the data needed to recalculate this measure.  The prior 
MfR coordinator reported the percentages for FY07.  He did not pass his methodology along to 
the present coordinator.  Currently, there are no policies or procedures for collecting and 
reporting the performance data. 
 
Measure #5 

Description:  Percent change in the Facilities Condition Index (FCI). 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
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Measure #5 FY06 FY07 

Reported 2% 1% 

Actual Not Tested Unable to Test 

 
Actual performance measurement data could not be accurately verified due to insufficient 
documentation.  Because the factors contributing to this measure are in a constant state of 
change, data should be pulled, calculated, and reported using the same end-of-year figures rather 
than mixed data throughout the year. 
 
Measure #6 

Description:  Percent of planning services delivered that are requested. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #6 FY06 FY07 

Reported 95% 90.1% 

Actual Unable to Test 

 
The figures reported to the public MfR database are based on estimates provided by the Planning 
Manager.  FMD management was unable to furnish Internal Audit with verifiable data.  Further, 
policies and procedures do not exist for tracking, calculating, or reporting the data for this 
measure. 
 
Measure #7 

Description:  Percent parking spaces utilized in County garages. 
 
Results:  Certified 
 

Measure #7 FY06 FY07, 2nd Qtr. 

Reported 61.66% 54% 

Actual Not Tested 53% 

 
Summary documentation could support the reported figures within 5% and procedures for 
gathering, calculating, and reporting the data were adequate and documented. 
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Measure #8 

Description:  Percent of parking needs met in County garages. 
 
Results:  Certified 
 

Measure #8 FY06 FY07 

Reported N/A* 100% 

Actual N/A 100% 

*This measure was new in FY07 
 
FMD management has developed adequate procedures for gathering and reporting the data for 
this measure.  The calculation is determined by reviewing waiting lists for parking spaces.  At 
the time of our review, all County parking garages were under-capacity.  No waiting lists existed, 
resulting in a 100% result for this measure.   
 
Measure #9  

Description:  Percent of total incidents responded to by Security. 
 
Results:  Certified 
 

Measure #9 FY06 FY07 

Reported 100% 100% 

Actual Not Tested 100% 

 
Monthly Incident reports for October, November, and December 2006 provided sufficient detail 
to re-calculate the measure.  We were able to prove the occurrence of the events described in the 
dispatch logs by reviewing supporting documentation and matching it to the number reported for 
the given month, event, and location.   
 
Recommendations 
Facilities Management should: 

A. Update procedures to more accurately capture utility costs in the Utility Manager 
database. 

B. Develop and adhere to written policies and procedures for collecting, calculating, and 
reporting MfR data. 

C. Archive MfR data pulled from dynamic database systems such as Maximo and Comet. 
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D. Assign a person to perform secondary reviews of data results and reportable calculations 
prior to posting to the public database. 

E. Consider revising measures that do not adequately reflect departmental progress or 
enhance management’s decision-making abilities. 

  
Juvenile Probation 
 
Summary 
We examined seven Managing for Results key results performance measures and concluded that 
the Juvenile Probation data collection procedures are reliable and key results are accurately 
reported for four of the seven measures.  We could not certify two measures because the reported 
results did not match our recalculation.  We could not certify one measure because of the lack of 
supporting documentation.  Lack of accurately reported performance data may hinder 
management’s decision-making ability and prohibit County stakeholders from monitoring 
Juvenile Probation’s actual performance.  Juvenile Probation management should improve the 
accuracy of established measures. 
 
Measure #1 

Description:  Percent of juvenile offenders who successfully completed Juvenile Court Diversion 
within the last 12 months and were not referred for a delinquent offense by the end of the 
reporting period. 
 
Results:  Certified 
 

Measure #1 FY06 FY07 

Reported 90% 90% 

Actual 90.2% 89.3% 

 
The measure is accurate and procedures are in place for the collection and reporting of data. 
 
Measure #2 

Description:  Percent of juvenile offenders who successfully completed Juvenile Sex Offender 
Treatment within the prior 12 months and were not referred to the juvenile court for a delinquent 
offense by the end of the reporting period. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
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Measure #2 FY06 FY07 

Reported 86% 95% 

Actual 92.5% 95.1% 

 
The measure was accurate in FY07 and written procedures are in place for the collection and 
reporting of data.  However, the re-calculated measure was not accurate in FY06, deviating by 
more than 5%. 
 
Measure #3 

Description:  Percent of juvenile offenders who successfully completed Youth Recovery 
Academy within the prior 12 months and were not referred to the juvenile court for a delinquent 
offense by the end of the reporting period. 
 
Results:  Certified  
 

Measure #3 FY06 FY07 

Reported 79% 75% 

Actual 82.5% 75.5% 

 
The measure is accurate and procedures are in place for the collection and reporting of data. 
 
Measure #4 

Description:  Percent of Juvenile Intensive Probation (JIPS) probationers successfully released 
from probation in the prior twelve months that did not have a new delinquent referral by the end 
of the reporting period. 
 
Results:  Certified 
 

Measure #4 FY06 FY07 

Reported 81% 80% 

Actual 80.3% 80.5% 
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The measure is accurate and written procedures are in place for the collection and reporting of 
data.  However, the calculation method does not accurately reflect the intent of the measure.  For 
example, if a juvenile is successfully released from JIPS, he or she is included in the number of 
juveniles released.  If that juvenile then turns 18 and commits a crime, it will not be reflected in 
the number of referrals.  In addition, juveniles who commit status offenses (truancy, curfew, 
minor in possession of alcohol, etc.) or who violate terms of probation, are not included in the 
number of referrals. 
 
Measure #5 

Description:  Percent of pre-adjudication/pre-disposition reports completed on time during the 
reporting period. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #5 FY06 FY07 

Reported 97% 90% 

Actual 97.4% 99.6% 

 
The calculation method for this measure has changed several times since the beginning of FY06.  
During this period, it has included different demands and results.  Consequently, the measure has 
not remained consistent during FY06 and FY07.  In addition, written procedures are not in place 
for the calculation of data. 
 
Measure #6 

Description:  Percent of probationers successfully released from standard probation in the prior 
12 months that did not have a new delinquent referral by the end of the reporting period. 
 
Results:  Certified 
 

Measure #6 FY06 FY07 

Reported 89% 89% 

Actual 89.0% 90.2% 

 
The measure is accurate and written procedures are in place for the collection and reporting of 
data.  However, the calculation method does not accurately reflect the intent of the measure.  For 
example, if a juvenile is successfully released from standard probation, he or she is included in 
the number of juveniles released.  If that juvenile then turns 18 and commits a crime, it will not 
be reflected in the number of referrals.  In addition, juveniles who commit status offenses 
(truancy, curfew, minor in possession of alcohol, etc.) or who violate terms of probation are not 
included in the number of referrals. 
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Measure #7 

Description:  Percent of requested behavioral health services that were provided. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #7 FY06 FY07 

Reported 100% 100% 

Actual Unable to Test 

 
Because of a lack of available information, we were not able to recalculate the measure.  
Demand is tracked based on physical observations of an email inbox, which does not allow for 
us to re-create past demands. 
 
Recommendations 
Juvenile Probation management should: 

A. Revise all recidivism measures to ensure they reflect true recidivism rates. 

B. Revise the detention behavioral health measure to allow for better tracking of demand. 

C. Develop written instructions for collecting data and calculating results for all measures. 
 
Medical Examiner 
 
Summary 
We reviewed ten Office of Medical Examiner (OME) performance measures, including five key 
measures.  We rated six measures as “Certified with Qualifications” because OME has not 
established written measure definitions or collection, calculation, and reporting procedures, and 
none had accurate calculation descriptions on the MfR website.  We could not certify the remaining 
four because OME calculations deviated from the stated measure or calculations were inaccurate.  
The lack of accurately reported performance measurement data could impact management’s ability 
to make informed operational decisions.  OME should improve its performance measure accuracy 
by establishing written procedures and strengthening data integrity. 
 
Key Measure #1 

Description:  Percent of decedents released within one day of exam. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
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Measure #1 FY06 FY07 

Reported 70% 71.8% 

Actual Not Tested 71.3% 

 
The measure is accurate within 5%; however, OME does not have established written measure 
definitions or collection, calculation, and reporting procedures.  OME did not provide an 
accurate calculation definition on the MfR website.  The measure definition (released within one 
day of exam) does not reflect OME’s current practice, as OME does not release bodies on 
Sunday.  If OME examined a body on Saturday and released it on Monday, they would count it 
as one day, when it took two days to release.  OME should consider more properly reflecting this 
within the measure by changing the measure to “Percent of decedents released within one 
working day of exam.” 
 
Measure #2 

Description:  Percent of reports transcribed within two weeks of receipt. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #2 FY06 FY07 

Reported 46% 92.2% 

Actual Not Tested 92.15% 

 
The measure is accurate within 5%; however, OME does not have established written measure 
definitions or collection, calculation, and reporting procedures.  OME did not provide an 
accurate calculation definition of the performance measure on the MfR website. 
 
Measure #3 

Description:  Percent of tests completed in-house of total tests requested. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #3 FY06 FY07 

Reported 98.3% 98.3% 

Actual Not Tested 97.99% 
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The measure is accurate within 5%; however, OME does not have established written measure 
definitions or collection, calculation, and reporting procedures.  OME did not provide an 
accurate calculation definition of the performance measure on the MfR website.  Finally, the 
current measure does not specify that OME is measuring the number of in-house toxicology tests 
completed. 
 
Measure #4 

Description:  Number of cremation authorizations requested to be completed. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #4 FY06 FY07 

Reported 17,019 17,197 

Actual Not Tested 17,339 

 
The measure is accurate within 5%; however, OME does not have established written measure 
definitions or collection, calculation, and reporting procedures.  
 
Key Measure #5 

Description:  Percent of removals completed within two hours of request. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #5 FY06 FY07 

Reported 41% 38.5% 

Actual Not Tested 33.5% 

 
OME does not have established written measure definitions or collection, calculation, and 
reporting procedures.  OME did not provide an accurate calculation definition of the 
performance measure on the MfR website.   
 
Key Measure #6 

Description:  Percent of cases completed within 90 days. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
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Measure #6 FY06 FY07 

Reported 83% 92.2% 

Actual Not Tested 91.2% 

 
Although we confirmed that the reported measure is accurate within 5%, this measure deviated 
from the department’s definition, preventing us from accurately determining the performance 
measure result.  OME does not measure the 90-day completion date from the date the case is 
established (as defined on the MfR website), instead, they begin the 90-day measurement period 
with the examination date.  The current measurement methodology does not account for 
investigation and admittance time, making the measure calculation inaccurate.  Additionally, 
OME does not have established written measure definitions or collection, calculation, and 
reporting procedures.  OME did not provide an accurate calculation definition of the 
performance measure on the MfR website. 
 
Key Measure #7 

Description:  Percent of cases completed within 45 days. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #7 FY06 FY07 

Reported 43% 68% 

Actual Not Tested 68.9% 

 
Although we confirmed that the reported measure is accurate within 5%, this measure deviated 
from the department’s definition, preventing us from accurately determining the performance 
measure result.  OME does not measure the 45-day completion date from the date the case is 
established (as defined on the MfR website); instead, they begin the 45-day measurement period 
with the examination date.  The current measurement methodology does not account for 
investigation and admittance time, making the measure calculation inaccurate.  Additionally, 
OME does not have established written measure definitions or collection, calculation, and 
reporting procedures.  OME did not provide an accurate calculation definition of the 
performance measure on the MfR website.   
 
Key Measure #8 

Description:  Percent of exams completed within 24 hours of admit. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
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Measure #8 FY06 FY07 

Reported 32% 37.5% 

Actual Not Tested 26.4% 

 
The measure is not accurate within 5%.  OME does not have established written measure 
definitions or collection, calculation, and reporting procedures.  OME did not accurately report 
performance results on MfR and did not provide an accurate performance measure calculation 
definition on the MfR website 
 
Measure #9 

Description:  Percent of microslides produced within three days of examination. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #9 FY06 FY07 

Reported 100% 100% 

Actual Not Tested 54.5% 

 
The measure is not accurate within 5%.  OME does not have established written measure 
definitions or collection, calculation, and reporting procedures.  Additionally, OME did not 
provide an accurate performance measure calculation definition on the MfR website. 
 
Measure #10 

Description:  Percent of toxicology reports produced within 30 days of exam. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #10 FY06 FY07 

Reported 38% 72.9% 

Actual Not Tested 72.6% 

 
The measure is accurate within 5%.  The Office of the Medical Examiner does not have 
established written measure definitions or collection, calculation, and reporting procedures.  
OME did not provide an accurate calculation definition of the performance measure on the MfR 
website. 
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Recommendations 
Office of Medical Examiner management should: 

A. Establish written procedures for the measures definition, collection, calculation, and 
reporting of all performance measure data.  

B. Ensure data integrity of the Coroner and Medical Examiner System (OME’s performance 
measure database). 

C. Update the MfR website to include accurate calculation definitions and data source 
information for all performance measures.  

D. Revise measure definitions to accurately reflect agency measures.  
 
Superior Court 
 
Summary 
We reviewed ten measures, four of which were key measures.  We rated four as “Not Certified,” 
and six as “Certified with Qualifications.”  None of the measures had written procedures or 
supervisory review controls.  Management’s ability to make informed operational decisions could 
be impacted by the lack of accurately reported performance measurement data.  Superior Court 
should establish written procedures that include a review process.  
 
Key Measure #1 

Description:  Percent of felony DUI cases resolved. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #1 FY06 FY07 

Reported Not Reported 89.9% 

Actual Unable to Test 89.9% 

 
The measure is accurate; however, adequate, written procedures need to be established for the 
collection and reporting of this measure.  Someone other than the Strategic Coordinator should 
review the measure calculations and summary documentation before the information is reported.  
In addition, the person responsible for the measure should review the information.  The 
measure’s calculation and data source should be listed in the MfR database.  
 
Key Measure #2 

Description:  Percent of felony DUI cases resolved within 180 days. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
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Measure #2 FY06 FY07 

Reported Not Reported 83% 

Actual Unable to Test 81% 

 
The measure is accurate within 5%; however, adequate written procedures need to be established 
for the collection and reporting of this measure.  Someone other than the Strategic Coordinator 
should review the measure calculations and summary documentation before the information is 
reported.  In addition, the person responsible for the measure should review the information.  The 
measure’s calculation and data source should be listed in the MfR database.  
 
Key Measure #3 

Description:  Percent of general felony cases resolved. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #3 FY06 FY07 

Reported 91.7% 92% 

Actual Not Tested 92% 

 
The measure is accurate; however, adequate written procedures need to be established for the 
collection and reporting of this measure.  Someone other than the Strategic Coordinator should 
review the measure calculations and summary documentation before the information is reported.  
In addition, the person responsible for the measure should review the information.  The 
measure’s calculation and data source should be listed in the MfR database. 
 
Key Measure #4 

Description:  Percent of general felony cases resolved within 180 days. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #4 FY06 FY07 

Reported 84.3% 88.5% 

Actual Not Tested 88.8% 

 
 
 



Maricopa County Internal Audit 35 Performance Measure Certification–May 2008 
 
 

The measure is accurate; however, adequate written procedures need to be established for the 
collection and reporting of this measure.  Someone other than the Strategic Coordinator should 
review the measure calculations and summary documentation before the information is reported.  
In addition, the person responsible for the measure should review the information.  The 
measure’s calculation and data source should be listed in the MfR database. 
 
Measure #5 

Description:  Number of defendants who request legal representation at public expense. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #5 FY06 FY07 

Reported 34,370 37,914 

Actual 28,201 Not Tested 

 
The measure is not accurate; written procedures need to be established for the collection and 
reporting of this measure.  Data entry controls are lacking and data input is not reconciled to data 
output.  Someone should review the measure calculations and summary documentation before 
the information is reported.  In addition, the person responsible for the measure should review 
the information.  The measure’s calculation and data source should be listed in the MfR database. 
 
Measure #6 

Description:  Number of defendants screened. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #6 FY06 FY07 

Reported 6,005 6,046 

Actual Not Tested 6,258 

 
The measure is accurate within 5%; however, written procedures need to be established for the 
collection and reporting of this measure.  Data entry controls are lacking and data input is not 
reconciled to data output.  Someone should review the measure calculations and summary 
documentation before the information is reported.  In addition, the person responsible for the 
measure should review the information.  The measure’s calculation and data source should be 
listed in the MfR database. 
 
Measure #7 

Description:  Cost per defendant screened. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
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Measure #7 FY06 FY07 

Reported Not Reported $39.07 

Actual Unable to Test $37.75 

 
The mathematical calculation is accurate within 5%; however, because of numerous control 
weaknesses regarding the accuracy of the activity’s expenditures, this measure is not certified.  
Written procedures need to be established for the collection and reporting of this measure.  
Someone should review the measure calculations and summary documentation before the 
information is reported.  In addition, the person responsible for the measure should review the 
information.  The measure’s calculation and data source should be listed in the MfR database. 
 
Measure #8 

Description:  Percent of defendants determined by the IDRU (Indigent Defense Reimbursement 
Unit) to have the ability to contribute to the cost of their defense. 
 
Results:  Certified with Qualifications 
 

Measure #8 FY06 FY07 

Reported 73.9% 63.6% 

Actual Not Tested 61.5% 

 
The measure is accurate within 5%.  Written procedures need to be established for the collection 
and reporting of this measure.  Data entry controls are lacking and data input is not reconciled to 
data output.  Someone should review the measure calculations and summary documentation 
before the information is reported.  In addition, the person responsible for the measure should 
review the information.  Superior Court spreadsheet formulas did not always capture all the data 
lines, thereby calculating inaccurate totals.  The measure’s calculation and data source should be 
listed in the MfR database. 
 
Measure #9 

Description:  Number of Capital cases filed. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #9 FY06, 3rd Qtr FY07 

Reported 8 34 

Actual 14 Not Tested 
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The measure is not accurate.  Written procedures for the collection and reporting of this measure 
need to be established.  Someone other than the Strategic Coordinator should review the measure 
calculations and summary documentation before the information is reported.  In addition, the 
person responsible for the measure should review the information.  Superior Court should devise 
a better method to track Capital cases.  The measure’s calculation and data source should be 
listed in the MfR database. 
 
Measure #10 

Description:  Number of Capital cases resolved. 
 
Results:  Not Certified 
 

Measure #10 FY06, 3rd Qtr FY07 

Reported 8 35 

Actual 9 Not Tested 

 
The measure is not accurate.  Written procedures for the collection and reporting of this measure 
need to be established.  Someone other than the Strategic Coordinator should review the measure 
calculations and summary documentation before the information is reported.  In addition, the 
person responsible for the measure should review the information.  Superior Court should devise 
a better method to track Capital cases.  The measure’s calculation and data source should be 
listed in the MfR database.  
 
Recommendations 
Superior Court management should: 

A. Establish written procedures for collecting, calculating, and reporting data for all 
measures. 

B. Develop appropriate controls for review and verification before measures are reported in the 
MfR database; include review in the written procedures. 

C. Consider revising measures to help management make operational decisions. 
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	Measure #2
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	46%
	92.2%
	Actual
	Not Tested
	92.15%
	Description:  Percent of tests completed in-house of total t
	Measure #3
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	98.3%
	98.3%
	Actual
	Not Tested
	97.99%
	Description:  Number of cremation authorizations requested t
	Measure #4
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	17,019
	17,197
	Actual
	Not Tested
	17,339
	The measure is accurate within 5%; however, OME does not hav
	Description:  Percent of removals completed within two hours
	Measure #5
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	41%
	38.5%
	Actual
	Not Tested
	33.5%
	Description:  Percent of cases completed within 90 days.
	Measure #6
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	83%
	92.2%
	Actual
	Not Tested
	91.2%
	Description:  Percent of cases completed within 45 days.
	Measure #7
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	43%
	68%
	Actual
	Not Tested
	68.9%
	Description:  Percent of exams completed within 24 hours of 
	Measure #8
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	32%
	37.5%
	Actual
	Not Tested
	26.4%
	Description:  Percent of microslides produced within three d
	Measure #9
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	100%
	100%
	Actual
	Not Tested
	54.5%
	Description:  Percent of toxicology reports produced within 
	Measure #10
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	38%
	72.9%
	Actual
	Not Tested
	72.6%
	The measure is accurate within 5%.  The Office of the Medica
	Ensure data integrity of the Coroner and Medical Examiner Sy
	Description:  Percent of felony DUI cases resolved.
	Measure #1
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	Not Reported
	89.9%
	Actual
	Unable to Test
	89.9%
	Description:  Percent of felony DUI cases resolved within 18
	Measure #2
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	Not Reported
	83%
	Actual
	Unable to Test
	81%
	The measure is accurate within 5%; however, adequate written

	Description:  Percent of general felony cases resolved.
	Measure #3
	FY06
	FY07
	Reported
	91.7%
	92%
	Actual
	Not Tested
	92%
	The measure is accurate; however, adequate written procedure
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	FY06
	FY07


	Reported
	Actual
	Measure #5
	FY06
	FY07


	Reported
	Actual
	Measure #6
	FY06
	FY07


	Reported
	Actual
	Measure #7
	FY06
	FY07


	Reported
	Actual
	Measure #8
	FY06
	FY07


	Reported
	Actual
	Measure #9
	FY06, 3rd Qtr
	FY07


	Reported
	Actual
	Measure #10
	FY06, 3rd Qtr
	FY07


	Reported
	Actual

